Is SB 743 an Evolutionary Change

to Transportation Impact Analysis?



“All truth passes through three stages. First, itis
ridiculed. Second, it is violently opposed. Third, it
is accepted as being self-evident.”

- Arthur Schopenhauer, German Philosopher

“All CEQA changes pass through three stages.
First, they are ridiculed. Second, they are legally
opposed. Third, they are accepted after being
validated by the courts.”

- Ronald T. Milam
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What SB 743
Does Not Do

No change to general
plans, traffic impact fee
programs, State
Constitution, subdivision
map act, etc.
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What SB 743
Proposes To Do

Changes the definition of the
problem
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GETTING TRIP GENERATION RIGHT |} z il
Eliminating the Bias Against Mixed Use Development \ 03

3rd Edition » An ITE Proposed Recommended Practice

By Jerry Walters, Brian Bochnes, and Reid Ewing | #

Transportation
Analysis Evolution...

New Problem, New Focus



* *
Single-Family
Detached Housing (210)
Average Vehicle Trip Ends vs: Dwelling Units (On a Weekday)
Number of Studies: 350
Avg. Number of Dwelling Units: 197

Directional Distribution: 50% entering - 50% exiting

Trip Generation per Dwelling Unit
Average Rate: 9.57 | Range of Rates 4.31 to 21.85 | Standard Deviation 3.69
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Focus on Trip
Generation...

New Research



Density Diversity Design Destinations Distance Development Demographics
to Transit Scale

Ds

That influence Trip
Generation (and VMT)



VMT = Volume (or Trips) x Distance
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“Other” VMT Models

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)
& Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GHG) Estimator

VMT Generation § |1,324,664
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Boundary VMT Method

e Citrus Heights =
1,000,110 daily VMT
(I GEW)
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Origin-Destination VMT Method

* Citrus Heights =
1,397,340 daily VMT
(weekday)




VMT Full Accounting

Average Trip Length by
Trip Purpose
Trip Length Estimates HBO HBS HBW

CalEEMod 7.50 7.30 10.80

VMT Spreadsheet Model 7.22 7.22 12.54

MPO Travel Forecasting Model 7.26 7.26 5.87
Notes:

HBO = Home-Based Other

HBS = Home-Based Shopping

HBW = Home-Based Work
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VMT
Thresholds

What is acceptable VMT?



HILOMETERS

O~ Thield
MTP/SCS with Blueprint Reference
and Transit Priority Areas

E 01

RTP/SCS

Consistency

Should VMT analysis
start here?




Development
Project VMT

- Governor’s
Executive Orders

- SB 375 Targets

- Caltrans Strategic
Management
Plan target

Justification
for thresholds

What is the substantial
evidence?
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How should it be
calculated?
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Source: SACOG Home-based or Household
Generated?



SB 375 TPAs, 743 Infill
Opportunity Zone

743 LOS Prohibition and
Specific Plan Streamlining

Streamlining

Is mapped based review
appropriate?



General Purpose lanes vs.
Managed or Auxiliary lanes

Induced Travel

How much discretion will
lead agencies have?



Timeline for Adoption

 Summer/Fall — 2" Draft of Guidelines

* Final Draft to Natural Resource Agency
for Rulemaking (~6 months)

* Implementation in late 2016



ilam, AICP, PTP, Principal
r.milam@fehrandpeers.com

Thanks!




Extra Slides for Q&A



Land Use
Planning

Thresholds Based
Transportation
Planning

-LOS
- Functional Class
- Design Standards

Recommended
Transportation
Plan
- Sized to Threshold

Traditional
Planning
Process
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The Role of LOS

To a driver: LOS A To a driver: LOS F
To an economist: LOS F To an economist: LOS A




Consequences of Current Practice

e LOS mitigation usually
requires expansion of the
network

¢ LOS based analysis
generates impacts to
other modes and the
environment

e LOS mitigation increases
public long-term O&M
costs




Consequences of Current Practice

At 40 mph the

driver’s focus is
on the roadway
in the distance.

At 30 mph the
driver begins to
see things at the
road edges in

the background.

Source: Smart Mobility Framework, Caltrans, 2009



Consequences of Current Practice

Pedestrian Fatality Rates for Collisions at
Different Speeds
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Source: The Built Environment and Traffic Safety - A Review of Empirical Evidence,
Journal of Planning Literature, Volume 23 Number 4, May 2009
By Reid Ewing and Eric Dumbaugh




Urban Form Consequences
Early 20th Century
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Urban Form Consequences




Case Study - City of Manteca

E Louse Ave
Lathrop

West || Manteca i\
Manteca \

Current fee Fee to meet
Imposed per DUE LOS C threshold

$5,400/DUE $37,000/DUE




Land Use 1Ni m Recommended
Planning - Identify values anc - Funding Transportation Plan
address tradeoff - Environmenta - Migned with
- Plan for people m community values

- Sized to constraints
for design year

- ROW based on
threshold

The New Planning
Paradigm - Shifting
the Process



\,__,.‘ Winters
N

Miles Traveled
Q%
5.45
45.55
55-75

75 or more

Yolo County Case Study
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Comparison of Daily HH VMT by Land
Use Pattern
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Unincorporated Low Density SACOGRegionin  Entire Yolo County in Transit Village Urban Center Metro Center
Yolo County in 2005 (San Ramon, CA) 2005 SACSIM Model 2005 SACSIM Model (Rockridge, North Beach, (Manhattan, NY)
SACSIM Model Oakland, CA) San Francisco, CA)

Existing Location/Area




2005 Daily VMT for Yolo County
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2035 Daily VMT for Yolo County

New General Plan Policy:
Add a VMT Threshold

Unincorporated Unincorporated Unincorporated  Unincorporated Winters Woodland Davis West Sacramento
Yolo County Yolo County Yolo County Yolo County
Average (Clarksburg) (Dunnigan - (Esparto -
Knight's Landing) Capay)

2035 SACSIM Regional Analysis Districts (RADs)
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Dunnigan Specific Plan

Trip Internal External

Type Percent Percent VMT VMT/HH
HBW 47% 53% 168,984 19
HBS 80% 20% 73,307 3
HBSc 90% 10% 9,327 1
HBO 80% 20% 153,330 17
e]o) 80% 20% 40,303 4
Total 74% 26% 445,251 49




Dunnigan Specific Plan

- Chapter 6
Chart 6-2: Transportation Strategies Organization
Transportation Measures (Five Subcategonies) Global Maximum Reduction (all VMT):
wrban = 75%; compact infill = 40%; suburban center or suburban with NEV = 20%; suburban = 15%

T
l -

Transportation Measures (Four Categories) Cross-Category Max Reduction (all VMT):
wban = 70%; compact infill = 35%; suburban center or suburban with NEV = 15%; suburban = 10%

Land Use / MNeighborhood | Site Parking Policy / Transit System Commute Tnp
Location Enhancement Pricing Improvements Reduction
|assumes mixed use)
e Reducton: :
~ Mex f suchorn: M Reguchon = 2% jwork
wrban = 65%; compect infll = =i - ~ ;
X% abrben cenier = 10%: -:.'mtlf:“s: Mo Fesugsen = 20% Meax Reducken = 10% o
sububen = T
. i . CTR Program
. Parking Supely Limits Network Expansion =
Densiy Peaesvian Netaork Requred = 21% work WNIT
e = L | Vohuntany = §2% wert VAT
" Unbundleg Parking Costs Senvice Frequency / Transit Fare Subsidy
— e (13%) Speed (2.5%) (2% work VIAT)
- NEV Network [14.4) On-Stre#t Market Prcing . Empioyee Parking Cash-out
Location Eficiency (65%) <NEV Paning> (5.5%) el e (7.7% ek VMIT)
Diwersity (30%) Car Share Program (0.7%) Pemit ACCESS IMprovemens 119.7% work A1)
Sizulz Nemwmrt Limmabye Nom Sonadues §
Oestination Accessibilly <Lanes> Paking> Station Bike Paming Teiezamds
(20%) el Db e T (5.5% work VIT)
Urman Non-Motoeize CTR Marxeting
Transit Accessiviity (25%) Local Shuttes (5 5% work VAT)
. Emplover-£ porsored
BMR Housing (1.2%) Pam & Rige Lo VarpoolShulfie
(13.4% week VUT)
Onientation Towand Non- Ride Share Frogram
Aut Comgor [15% work VMT)
Proxmity to Bike Path Bivz Share Program
End of Trip Facilities

Note: Strategies in bold text are primary strategies with e

reported VMT reductions; non-bolded strategies are

School Pool
support or grouped strategies.

[15.8% schod VMIT)

Scnool Bus
6.3% schosl VMIT)



Dunnigan Specific Plan

Dunnigan Specific Plan Recommended VMT Reduction Strategies

Effectiveness Reduction

ID' VMT Gap Reduction Measure (VMT Reduction) Confidence’ | Grouped Measure® Description
Enhancement

Comprehensive pedestrian network consisting of paths, sidewalks, and roadway
Pedestrian Network Improvements 0.00 - 2.00 % crossing treatments; Well-connected internal network linking land use and free of
barriers; Connections to pedestrian facilities external to the site

On-demand access to a fleet of shared-vehicles; User fees are typically collected
through an annual membership, mileage and hourly rates

Car Sharing 0.40-0.70 % TRT-1and 2

Roadway environments designed to promote reduced speeds and encourage
Traffic Calming Measures 0.25-1.00% pedestrian and bicycle trips; Project may include curb extensions, speed humps or
tables, raised intersections, median islands, traffic circles and tight corner radii

Comprehensive neighborhood electric vehicle network provided through a combination
Neighborhood Electric Vehicle Network 0.50-12.70 % of roadways with a maximum posted speed limit of 35mph and designated off-street
paths

Short-term and long-term bicycle parking; Project may include a combination of bike
racks, bike locl r secure, hike stations

Bike Parking in Mon-Residential Projects

) Car-free areas typically located in business districts or major activity centers; Project
Urban Non-Motorized Zones

ay replace roadWay environments with transit malls, linear parks or similar facilities

omprehensive cle network consisting of bicycle lanes, routes and shared-use
Bike Lane Street Design (On-Site) E paths; Well-connected internal network linking land use and transit facilities;
Connections to hicycle facilities external to the site

Bike Parking in Multi-Unit Residential Short-term and long-term bicycle parking; Project may include a combination of bike
Projects racks, hike lockers, or secure, hike stations

Electric Vehicle Parking Provision of accessible electric vehicle parking



DSP_VMT_Reductionv2.xlsx
DSP_VMT_Reductionv2.xlsx

Applying the Threshold




What About
Infrastructure
Projects?



Average Vehicle Speed (mph)

With VMT, Speed Matters....

Relationship of Freeway LOS, Speed, and CO2
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VMT vs Fuel Consumption

Need to determine the Study Area, the
Methodology, and the Threshold



Project Information JJ)\. SFMTA
Project N :
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Transit and HOV Incentives

Office Reduction = 15.1%

Transit Subsidy

B Shuttle Bus Service

Vanpool Service

B Rideshare Program

B School Bus Service

0.0% 5.0% 10.0%

SFMTA

Municipal
Transportation
Agency

Office

-

Transit
Subsidy

100 percentage of employees eligible

- amount of transit subsidy per passenger
075 . . .
(daily equivalent)

Zeapplicable
100

9

Shuttle Bus
Service

g7  Ppercentage of employees eligible

medium | degree of implementation | medium | employer size
| _| eg p | _l ploy @

c5\6&1p|:.'r|it:a||::llva1

[ 100

Vanpool
Service

10  percentage of employees eligible

I medium _|degree of implementation | large Iemplcyer size —
- I\‘:J

%applicable)

100

-

Rideshare
Program
School Bus
Service

5o percentage of employees eligible

%applicable)

[ 100

<

percent of families expected to use school bus
program

%applicable

100

@

J/




Municipal
portation
Agency

Active Transportation it SFMTA

Office Reduction = 1.3%

| Office

Bikeshare N Is there a bikeshare station within 1 block of

Bikeshare Availability Availability =1 project site

Bikeshare
Subsidized 100  Percent eligible
Membership

M Bikeshare Subsidized
Membership

Ir T 1

0.0% 1.0% 2.0%

Projectinfo [ Transit & Hov [ _Active Transportation ) __Parking ) Programs ) _summary __J_Report ]




Parking 2 SFMTA

Municipal
Transportation
Agenc

Office Reduction = 55.8%

Parking

—-— . Total number of general parking spaces
Parking Supply Supply

Total number of careshare parking spaces ON street
® Carshare Parking
Total number of careshare parking spaces OFF street

- ) Subsidized
Subsidized Membership Carshare Years of membership
Membership

Unbundled monthly parking cost from lease

B Unbundled Parking Cost .
or sale ($/month)

Daily parking price ($/day)
B Priced Parking
Percent of employees subject to above priced parking

Sapplicable
) Parking M e A A T
= Parking Cash-Out - Cash-out ; Percent eligible for parking cash-out 1

0.0% 50.0%




Other Programs SFMTA

Municipal

Office Reduction = 4.0% Office

On-Site TDM Coordinator providing

TDM Coordinatar TDM Transportation Brokerage Services
Coordinator .
Percent of of eligible employees

applicable

i - Affordable . - : ; 0
= Affordable Housing Percent of On-Site Affordable Housing units




Global Reduction Summary /). SFMTA

Municipal
Transportation

Project Name Agency

[ test3 additinal name

Policy Goal = 35%

Transit Active

< Transportat
Incentives - ion

by 2% |

Total Reduction = 11%

Project Info ] TDM strategies




Future-Shaping Phenomena
i pARRNG  DAVING  EFFICIENG  STREEDS  FRAME

Socio-Demographic Shifts Now

Generational Preferences 9.  — G m— Now

Peer Ridesharing Near
MOBILITY SERVICES
Subscription Cars Now
Subscription Bikes Near
Taxi Apps _ _ Near
CONNECTED VEHICLES
Real-Time Driver Info Now
Smart Parking X Near
Self-Parking Cars 9. Near
Semi-Autonomous Cars Near
Autonomous Cars X ‘ Years
INNOVATIVE TRANSIT
Downtown Catalyst Transit Now
Transit Performance Info Near
New Tech Transit : ) Years

PLANNING MOVEMENTS
Modal Balance Now

Bigger, BetterData | Yok Near
Goods Movement Logistics .. ... Years

LEVEL OF BENEFIT: %




TRENDLAF

US Vehicle Miles Traveled per Capita per Year in 2040 and 2060

YMT per copta wil be 10% 1o 20 Below s
J004 poak, sugoestng benefts may be
dorved Brough rebaland 0 U anspontaton Your Forecast
rrvostiment among mto and alermatve trsed

R e L T P 2040 2060*
2040 Published Forecasts
15,100 v
- 17,100 VMT percapita
' US.DOT
16,300 VMT per capita
2004
13,200 VMT per capita 13,400 VMT percapita

Dp0tS Hgh

12,200 VMT per capita
Public Interest Research Group: High

Fohe & ‘-)lnlf’l Low

2012 ~
12,100 VMT per capita
8,200 VMT per capita
Public Interest Research Group: Low

1970 FEHRA PEERS




VMT Co-Benefits

Environment Health Cost
* Emissions  Collisions * |ncreased costs to state
e GHG «  Physical activity and local government

* Regional pollutants  Emissions * Roads
Energy use « GHGs »  Other infrastructure

- Transportation Regional * Schools
energy pollutants « Services

* Building energy Mental health Increased private
Water transportation cost

« \Water use Increased building costs
(due to parking costs)

Reduced productivity per
acre due to parking

Housing supply/demand
mismatch - future blight

*  Runoff — flooding
*  Runoff — pollution

Consumption of open
space

* Sensitive habitat
* Agricultural land




